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FOREWORD 


This  report  documents  and  summarizes  the  work  done  and  conclusions  reached  during 
the  DLA  Operations  Research  and  Economic  Analysis  Management  Support  Office's 
(DLA-LO (DORO))  review  of  workload  factors  for  the  revised  DLA  Mobilization  Plan 
(DLAMP) .  The  study  was  performed  at  the  request  of  the  Command,  Control,  and 
Contingency  Flans  Division  of  DLA. 

In  place  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Materiel  Distribution  System  Study's 
(DODMDSS)  demand  factors  which  formed  the  basis  for  the  current  DLAMP,  the  DLA 
Inventory  Data  Bank  and  Service-provided  Time  Phased  Force  Deployment  Data  served 
as  the  main  sources  for  the  study.  The  Uniform  Standard  Automated  Materiel 
Management  System  Inventory  Management  Simulation  (USIMS)  was  then  used  to  derive 
key  Inventory  Control  Point  and  depot  workload  factors.  These  workload  factors 
will  be  used  by  DLA  Inventory  Control  Points  and  depots  to  assess  any  resource 
shortfalls  In  the  event  of  a  full  mobilization. 

In  addlrlo*htThe  report  offers  three  major  recommendations.  First,  more  complete 
data  should  be  obtained  from  the- Seirvlces  for  future  updates  of  the  DLAMP.  Second, 
a  working  group  should  be  established  within  DLA  to  focus  on  and  to  evaluate 
mobilization  policies.  Flnii-lrl^ ,  for  future  mobilization  planning  efforts,  earlier 
review  by  mobilization  planners  at  the  field  activities  of  the  computer  simulation 
output  should  occur  to  Increase  the  validity  of  the  simulation  results. 
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I.  IMHCDOCTIOW 


A.  BagKground 

The  curr&it  IXiA  Mobilization  Plan  (IXAMF)  is  based  on  workload  projections 
under  a  full  im^ilization  scenario.  TS^ese  workload  projections  were 
derived  by  executing  the  Onifom  Standard  Automated  Materiel  Management 
S/stem  (SAHHS)  Inventory  Management  Simulation  (USIHS)  with  demand  quantity 
factors  takei  from  the  Departi^t  of  Defaise  Materiel  Distribution  Stu^ 
(DODHDSS)  of  the  mid  1970s  and  requisition  freguoicy  estimates  made  by'  the 
ELA  Operations  Reseeuroh  and  Economic  Analysis  Management  Support  Office 
(DGRD)  in  the  late  1970s. 

With  the  recQit  emphasis  on  mobilization  planning  throughout  the  DoD  and 
the  emergeice  of  tte  Time  Phased  Force  Deployment  Data  CEPETD)  approach, 
new  demand  data  have  become  available  oi  a  limited  beisis.  The  Services 
have  developed  their  materiel  requirenents  for  certain  critical  items, 
known  to  be  needed  in  the  event  of  a  mobilization,  by  time  incremaits  based 
on  the  troop  deployment  sohedule.  The  Ccnmand,  Control  and  Oontingenoy 
Plans  Division  chose  to  qpdate  tte  CLAMP  with  factors  derived  from  this  new 
source  of  mobilization  data,  and  requested  that  DQBO  develop  new  workload 
planning  factors  to  be  used  ty  ELA  achivities  in  determining  their  resource 
requirements  in  the  event  of  a  mobilization. 


B.  The  major  chjectlve  of  this  study  was  to  i:q)date  both 

the  ELA  Inventory  Control  Point  (ICP)  and  ELA  Defense  Depot  workload 
planning  factors  provided  in  the  ELAMP.  By  using  the  roost  current  factors, 
planners  will  be  able  to  develop  more  realistic  and  accurate  estimates  of 
resourcs  shortfalls  and  devise  better  mobilization  plans.  Figure  1  shows  a 
schematic  overview  of  the  mobillzaticxi  planning  process.  In  this  analysis, 
USIMS  is  used  to  derive  ICP  workload  and  performance  indicators;  these 
are  compared  to  surge  ce^citles  at  ELA  activities;  finally,  mobilization 
capabilities  and  requlremmits  are  determined  from  this  oonparlson. 


C.  Scope 

1.  The  Construction,  Electronics,  General,  Industrial  and 
Hediced  cxximodities  were  examined  in  the  stu^  in  detail  by  simulation  with 
the  USIMS  model,  vhich  is  described  in  brief  in  J^pendix  A.  All  ELA  depots 
were  considered.  A  listing  of  depots  and  iCPs  wi^  their  carmon 
abbreviations  is  presented  in  Table  1. 


2.  The  three  major  Services  (Amy,  Air  Force,  and  Navy)  were 

examined. 


3.  A  full  mobilization  scenario  for  which  the  TFFDD  existed  was 
chosen  by  the  Comnand,  Control  and  Contingency  Plans  Division.  Data  from 
from  the  ELA  Inventory  Data  Bank  (DIEB)  for  the  quarter  ending  in  December 
1984  and  USIMS  extracts  from  the  same  time  frame  were  used  wi^  the 


3  IssI 


exo^ion  of  DGSC.  For  DGSC,  USIMS  extracts  from  Hardi  1985  were  required. 

4.  The  factors  for  the  30,  60,  and  90  day  intervals  were  sou^t. 
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overall  increase  in  requisition  sizes  and  requisition  volume  incoming 
the  ECA  ICPs  was  quantified  ty  using  TTFCD  demands  and  comparing  these 
the  historical  demands.  The  USIMS  model  was  then  employed  to  determine 
impact  on  key  workload  indicators  for  both  ICPs  and  depots  that  would 
result  from  these  increases. 


The  project  involved  the  following  steps: 

(1)  reflnem^t  of  input  data  to  the  USIMS  model,  e:^lained  in 
sections  II  A,  II  B,  and  in  Appendix  B; 

(2)  execution  of  two  scenarios,  noirned  and  mobilization,  discussed 
in  section  II  D;  and 

(3)  the  derivation  of  key  vrorkload  factors  -  ICP  workload  factors 
are  explained  in  the  section  III,  Analysis,  and  depot  workload 
factors  are  clarified  in  Appendix  c 


Figure  2  shows  a  schanatic  view  of  the  derivation  of  workload  planning 
factors  for  ICPs  and  depots. 


Table  1. 


Gonmon  M^reviatlons  For  ELA  Depots  And  Inventory  Control  Points 

(ICPs) 

ICP 


Name 

Abbreviation 

Defense  Construction  Su^^y  Center 

DCSC 

Defense  Electronics  Supply  Center 

EGSC 

Defense  General  Supply  Center 

DGSC 

Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center 

DISC 

Defense  Personnel  Support  Center  (Medical) 

DPSC-M 

Def&ise  Personnel  Support  Center 

(Clothing  and  Textile) 

DPSC-/r 

Defense  Depots 

Defense  Construction  Supply  Center 

DCSC 

Defense  Depot  Mechanicsburg  Penn^lvania 

DCHP 

Defense  Depot  Memphis  Tennessee 

ECMT 

Defense  Depot  Ogden  Utah 

EDOU 

Defense  Depot  Tracy  California 

rare 

D^ense  General  Supply  Center 

DGSC 

A.  Assumptions 

The  major  sources  for  the  data  needed  in  this  stu(^  were  the  DIEB,  SAMMS 
quarter  and  USIMS  extracts  files,  and  the  TPFDD  provided  hy  the  Services. 
Other  sources  utilized  included  ELA  Headquarters  staff,  TCP  staff,  and 
various  managenent  information  reports. 

There  were  a  number  of  limitations  of  the  TPPI®.  Data  for  all  Services 
were  only  available  for  the  Medical  cormodity.  Only  Amy  demands  were 
available  for  the  other  comnodities.  The  TPETD  excluded  demands  for  units 
within  the  continental  United  States  (CCNUS). 


A  nunbec  of  assunptions  were  made  In  obtaining  TPEIDD  requisition 
frequency  and  size  factors.  It  was  assimed  that  (1)  only  TPETD  items  would 
experience  demand  during  a  roc^ilization  and  (2)  tix)se  identified 
National  Stock  Nimbers  (NSNe)  would  ei^rienoe  demand  increases  for  other 
Service  users  in  proportion  to  the  increase  in  demand  registered  in  the 
case  of  the  Amy.  For  example,  if  the  Amy  normal  usage  were  10 
requisitions  for  a  total  quantity  of  100  and  the  TFFDD  demands  amounted  to 
10  requisitions  for  another  100,  the  other  Services'  demands  would  increase 
proportionally,  that  is  double. 

It  was  also  assumed  that  other  items,  not  specifically  identified  in  the 
TPFDD,  would  also  experience  increases  in  demands.  Initially,  demand 
increases  to  the  TPETO  NSNs  were  thought  to  represent  the  only  increases  in 
demand.  Upon  a^licaticn  of  this  assixnption,  as  ^own  in  Appendix  B,  it 
became  ^iparent  that  this  choice  grossly  understated  the  true  increases  in 
demand  frequency  and  quantity  expected  in  a  mobilization,  ^us,  the 
original  assumption  became  untenable  and  the  assixnption  of  across  the  board 
increases  was  adopted. 

Mobilization  parameters  for  USIHS  runs  were  discussed  With  representatives 
of  Supply  Operations  and  the  Ccnmand,  Control,  and  Contingency  Plans 
I}ivision.  No  source  could  identify  aiy  policy  change  that  would  be 
implanented  in  a  mobilization  envirorment.  It  was,  therefore,  assumed  that 
internal  SAMMS  policies  would  not  be  altered  during  a  mobilization.  The 
only  changes  to  the  input  paraneters  needed  for  the  mobilization  scenario 
runs  of  USIHS  would  involve  the  external  influences.  Diese  would  include 
the  changes  to  the  requisition  size  and  frequency,  and  changes  in  the  area 
of  returns.  A  mobilization  would  result  in  decreases  in  quantity, 
frequency,  and  likelihood  of  items  being  returned  to  the  ^pots.  Table  2 
shows  the  peacetime  and  mobilization  scenario  ai^ustments  to  the  computer 
simulation  for  returns.  Biese  were  the  same  factors  developed  previously 
by  DQRO  and  applied  in  execution  of  USIMS  for  the  previous  ELAMP. 

B.  Refinement  Of  Input  Data  To  Ihe  USIMS  Model.  The  refinement  of 
the  TPFDD  from  the  two  scenarios  selected  ty  the  Comnand,  Control,  and 
Contingency  Plans  Division  as  representing  a  full  scale  mobilization 
consisted  of  a  series  of  steps.  Each  involved  computer  programs  to 
manipulate  data  from  DIEB  item  and  demand  files  and  records  of  the  TPFDD. 
'hie  TPFDD  data  were  summarized  to  obtain  the  total  quantity  and  frequency 
demanded  during  the  90  day  mobilization  period  for  each  TPFDD  NSN.  Hie 
DIEB  was  used  to  establish  a  baseline  of  normal  demand  to  which  the  new 
scenario  could  be  ocmpared,  Ihe  factors  for  the  TPFDD  NSNs  derived  in  this 
process  were  employed  in  conjunction  with  other  assumptions,  as  ei^ilained 
in  J^jpendix  B,  to  complete  the  refinement  of  input  data  for  the  USIMS 
model. 


Table  2 


OOMFinCR  SIHJLATICN  AEJUSIHEMTS  FOR  REIUFNS 


pnr.irv  j 


PEftCETIME  VMJJE  MCBTLIZATION  VALUE 


RETURNS  IKBffilLITy  (CREDITfiBLE)  - .66 

RETURNS  PRCBffilLITy  (NC»J-CREDITABLE)  -  -  .635 


LMTE  RETURNS  EKBffilLITy - .416 

RETURNS  FRBSUENCy - 1.0 

RETURNS  QURNTiry  - 1.0 


.1 


.1 


.1 


.1 


.1 


C.  Limitations  ihe  USIMS  Model.  The  USIMS  model  has  a  number  of 
inherent  limitations,  as  does  ary  simulation  model.  While  increasing  the 
nunber  of  executions  of  the  simulation  increases  statistical  confidence  in 
the  accuracy  of  the  model's  output,  the  numbers  generated  fron  ary 
simulation  should  never  be  construed  as  being  real  data.  cxxnparing  two 
scenarios  one  can  hope  to  eliminate  seme  concerns.  As  with  ary  simulation, 
not  all  processes  that  impact  on  citations  can  be  completely  modelled. 
Simplifying  assumptions  are  alweys  necessary  for  all  but  the  simplest 
situations.  However,  even  with  these  known  limitations,  USIMS  was  judged 
to  be  the  most  appropriate  tool  available  to  cx)nduc:t  this  analysis. 


a  Execution  Qt  Sc:enarios.  The  main  idea  underlying  this 
application  of  the  computer  simulation  was  to  cxxnpare  normal  TCP  and  depot 
operations  to  some  typothesized  situation.  Four  baseline  runs  of  USIMS  for 
each  IGF  were  made  to  simulate  normal  operations  over  the  course  of  24 
months.  USIMS  parameter  cards  were  provided  by  the  iCPs.  With  the 
environmental  factors  described  in  section  A  above  as  the  mobilization 
scenario  parameters,  the  model  was  executed  four  more  times  for  each 
ccnmodlfy,  again  with  a  simulation  run  length  of  24  months.  The 
mobilization  was  assixned  to  ocxxir  in  month  13  to  allcw  the  ^stem  to 
stabilize  and  overcome  aiy  ini  tied  ization  biaa  The  monthly  values  of 
Interest  focused  on  the  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  and  fifteenth  months.  The 
simulation  was  allowed  to  continue  through  the  twenty-fourth  month  to  check 
supply  availability  over  the  12  month  time  frame. 


III.  ANALYSIS 
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A.  Workload  Factors 

After  both  the  baseline  and  mobilization  scenarios  had  been  executed, 
derivation  of  key  ICP  workload  factors  followed.  For  each  ccnmodity  and 
each  month,  the  workload  planning  factor  was  derived  by  stinming  four  like 
runs  for  both  scenarios  ai^  dividing  the  mobilization  sun  by  the  baseline 
sun.  fOiese  values  are  shown  in  Tables  3  through  5.  Ihe  factors  r^resent 
a  ratio  of  the  mobilization  values  and  the  baseline  values  determine  from 
the  simulation.  To  derive  a  projected  mc^ilization  workload,  one  must 
multiply  the  appropriate  factor  ^  an  appropriate  average  monthly  value  or 
a  selected  month's  actued  value.  Assune,  for  exan^le,  that  the  normal 
monthly  nunber  of  btys  at  DCSC  is  a  constant  5000.  From  Tables  3,  4,  and 
5,  the  30,  60,  and  90  day  factors  for  DCSC  are: 

1.6,  3.2,  and  3.4. 

Ihe  mobilization  workload  projected  for  the  respective  periods  would  be: 
1.6  X  5000  «  8000 
3.2  x  5000  =  16000 
3.4  X  5000  =  17000. 

The  determination  of  workload  factors  for  the  depots  was  accomplished  in  a 
sli^tly  different  manner.  Monthly  results  of  the  simulation  runs  were 
centred  with  data  contained  in  ELA  managemoit  information  reports  to 
obtain  these  factora  Therefore,  unlike  the  factors  for  the  ICPs,  these 
factors  used  actued  workloads  and  not  the  simulated  baseline  as  for  the 
ICPa  The  baseline  workload  came  frem  average  monthly  workload  at  each 
depot  for  fiscal  yeeu:  (FY)  1984.  The  final  depot  workload  factors  are 
presented  in  Thbles  6  through  8,  Details  of  the  method  used  to  arrive  at 
these  figures  are  presented  in  Appendix  C. 


Table  1 


ICP  WCRKLCAD  FACTORS  FOR  FIRST  30  DAYS  (H  +  1) 
SSSi  Indicator  Inventory  i:£2DiJ:Ql  Polnfc 


DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

EPSC-T 

Requisition  Frequency 

2.3 

5.7 

3.0 

2.7 

1.4 

2.2 

Requisition  Quantity 

2.4 

1.6 

1.3 

2.2 

2.0 

1.4 

Value  of  Recurring 

Demand 

2.2 

2.2 

1.3 

2.1 

1.7 

- 

Value  of  non-Recurrlng 

Demand 

2.2 

2.1 

1.3 

2.2 

2.0 

- 

Value  of  Net  Sales 

1.8 

2.1 

1.3 

1.9 

1.8 

- 

Total  Ninber  of 

Purchase  Requests  (PRs) 

1.6 

1.7 

1.1 

1.6 

1.6 

- 

Nimber  of  PRs  <  25  K 

1.6 

1.7 

1.1 

1.2 

1.5 

- 

Nunber  of  PRs  >  25  K 

1.7 

1.8 

1.6 

1.6 

1.9 

- 

Value  of  Comaitments 

1.5 

1.6 

1,2 

1.6 

1.7 

- 

Value  of  Obligations 

1.0 

1.0 

1.2 

1.0 

0.9 

- 

Supply  Avedlability 

0.95 

0.99 

0.99 

0.98 

0.95 

- 

Value  of  Stock  on  Hand 

0.92 

0.94 

0.97 

0.92 

0.89 

- 

Value  of  Safety  Level 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

- 

Value  of  Eooivxnic 

Order  Quantity 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

- 

Value  of  Quarterly 

Forecast  Demand 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

- 

Nunber  of  Items  with 
Backorders 

1.3 

1.3 

1.2 

1.3 

1.5 

- 

Average  Nunber  of  Backorders 
per  day 

1.3 

1.5 

1.1 

1.2 

1.2 

- 

Migration 

Low  to  Hi^ 

N90  to  Replenishnent 

- 

- 

- 

— 

— 

— 

Table  1 


ICP  WORKLOftD  EACTORS  FOR  TOE  SECOND  30  DAYS  (M  +  2) 


Essi  liriicatQr 


Inventory  Control  Poinfc 


DCSC 

DESC 

D6SC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

DPSC-T 

Requisition  Frequency 

2.3 

5.7 

3.0 

2.7 

1.4 

2.2 

Requisition  Quantity 

2.4 

1.6 

1.3 

2.2 

2.0 

1.4 

Value  of  Recurring 

Demand 

2.7 

3.1 

1.6 

2.7 

2.0 

- 

Value  of  non-Recurring 

Demand 

2.5 

2.7 

1.7 

2.2 

1.9 

- 

Value  of  Net  Sales 

1.9 

2.5 

1.4 

2.0 

1.6 

- 

Total  Number  of 

Purchase  Requests  (PRs) 

3.2 

4.3 

2.2 

3.8 

2.3 

- 

Nimber  of  PRs  <  25  K 

3.2 

4.2 

2.2 

3.6 

2.8 

- 

Number  of  PRs  >  25  K 

3.5  . 

6.2 

2.0 

3.8 

2.2 

- 

Value  of  Ccnmitments 

4.3 

6.5 

1.7 

3.6 

2.8 

- 

Value  of  Obligations 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.5 

- 

Supply  Availability 

0.87 

0.95 

0.98 

0.94 

0.84 

- 

Value  of  Stock  on  Hand 

0.83 

0.85 

0.93 

0.83 

0.83 

- 

Value  of  Safety  Level 

1.0 

1.3 

1.3 

1.0 

1.1 

- 

Value  of  Econonic 

Order  Quantity 

1.0 

1.1 

1.0 

1.0 

1.1 

- 

Value  of  Quarterly 

Forecast  Demand 

1.0 

1.2 

1.4 

1.0 

1.1 

- 

Number  of  Items  with 
Backorders 

1.9 

2.0 

1.5 

1.8 

2.0 

- 

Average  Number  of  Backorders 
per  dey 

2.0 

3.1 

1.9 

1.8 

2.0 

- 

Migration 

Lew  to  Hl^ 

_ 

. 

NSO  to  Replenislment 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Table  5. 


ICP  WORKLOAD  FACTORS  FOR  OHE  OHIRD  30  DAYS  (H  +  3) 
Kqy  Indicator  iiwentQiy  CpntgQl  PPlnfe 


DCSC 

EXSC 

D6SC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

DPSC-T 

Requisition  Frequency 

2.3 

5.7 

3.0 

2.7 

1.4 

2.2 

Requisition  Quantity 

2.4 

1.6 

1.3 

2.2 

2.0 

1.4 

Value  of  Recurring 

Demand 

2.7 

3.3 

1.6 

2.8 

1.9 

- 

Value  of  non-Recurring 

Demand 

2.6 

3.0 

1.7 

2.5 

2.0 

- 

Value  of  Net  Sales 

1.9 

2.5 

1.5 

2.0 

1.1 

- 

TDtal  Mmber  of 

Purchase  Requests  (FRs) 

3.4 

5.0 

2.1 

3.6 

2.4 

- 

Nunber  of  ERs  <  25  K 

3.5 

4.8 

2.0 

3.5 

2.3 

- 

Number  of  iRs  >  25  K 

3.0 

8.7 

2.2 

3.8 

2.8 

- 

Value  of  Cammitments 

3.5 

11.0 

2.1 

4.3 

3.2 

- 

Value  of  Obligations 

1.2 

1.3 

1.0 

1.1 

1.9 

- 

Supply  Availability 

0.78 

0.90 

0.96 

0.89 

0.73 

- 

Value  of  Stock  on  Hand 

0.75 

0.77 

0.90 

0.75 

0.76 

- 

Value  of  Safety  Level 

1.0 

1.6 

1.1 

1.1 

1.2 

- 

Value  of  Eoononic 

Order  Quantity 

1.0 

1.2 

1.1 

1.0 

1.2 

- 

Value  of  Quarterly 

Forecast  Demand 

1.0 

1.4 

1.1 

1.1 

1.2 

- 

Nunber  of  Items  with 
Backorders 

2.5 

2.9 

1.7 

2.3 

2.7 

- 

Average  Nunber  of  Backorders 
per  d£y 

3.0 

5.4 

2.6 

3.0 

3.1 

- 

Migration 

Low  to  Hi^ 

3.5 

4.4 

2.1 

3.5 

3.5 

a. 

NSO  to  Replenlstinent 

1.9 

3.2 

1.9 

2.0 

1.7 

— 

Table  S. 


DEPm  WORKLOftD  EACTCRS  PDR  THE  FIRST  30  EAYS  (M  +  1) 


Key  Indicator 

Defgise 

DCSC 

raiMP 

DENT 

EOOD 

EDTC 

DGSC 

Receipt  Lines  In 

.9 

1.1 

1.1 

1.0 

1.0 

1.1 

Receipt  Tons  In 

.9 

1.1 

1.1 

1.0 

1.0 

1.1 

Materiel  Release 

Order  Lines 

2.2 

2.3 

3.6 

3.2 

2.1 

3.2 

MRO  Lines  with 
Service-owned  Assets 

2.2 

3.0 

3.7 

3.2 

2.7 

3.2 

Tons  Out 

1.8 

1.7 

1.5 

1.5 

1.6 

1.3 

Tons  Out  with 
Service-owned  Assets 

1.8 

2.4 

1.6 

1.5 

2.0 

1.3 

3^1 

DEPOT  WGBKLQAD  FACTORS  FOR  THE  SBGCND  30  ISVYS  (M  +  2) 

JLffi  Indicator 

Defense  Pgzgfc 

DCSC  DEHP  raxtr 

EDOD 

EDTC 

DGSC 

Receipt  Lines  In 

.9  1.0 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

Receipt  Tons  In 

.9  1.0 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

Materiel  Release 

Order  Lines 

SO 

• 

CM 

• 

CM 

4.5 

3.7 

2.6 

3.8 

Tons  Out 

1.9  1.7 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.5 

Table  & 


DEPOT  WQKKLCAD  fAC3X}RS  FOR  THE  THIRD  30  DAYS  (H  +  3) 
Key  Indicator  Defense  JgBSt 


DCSC 

IXMP 

DCHT 

EOOD 

DDTC 

DGSC 

Receipt  Lines  In 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

1.0 

Receipt  Tons  In 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

1.0 

Materiel  Rdease 

Order  Lines 

2.1 

2.4 

3.8 

3.5 

2.3 

3.9 

Tons  Out 

1.8 

1.5 

1.5 

1.7 

1.6 

1.6 

B.  Other  Issues 

While  the  major  oonoern  of  this  stu<fy  was  to  derive  workload  fac±ors  for 
the  first  90  days  of  a  mobilizatioiv  two  other  issues  surfaced  during  the 
course  of  the  project.  For  cxie,  the  Oanmandr  Control,  and  Contingency 
Plans  Division  also  desired  to  exanine  supply  availability  over  the  mid¬ 
term  horizon.  These  factors  are  presented  in  Figure  3.  These  values  are 
similar  to  the  ICP  workload  factors  in  that  they  represent  the  decrease  in 
availability  compared  to  the  normal  situation.  If,  for  example,  at  the 
time  of  the  mobilization  the  supply  availability  at  DCSC  is  actually  89  %, 
the  workload  plarming  factor  of  .95  for  the  first  month  would  be  multiplied 
by  89  %  giving  a  projected  supply  availability  of  about  84.6  %  (89  x  95  = 
84.6) . 

Another  point  of  concern  was  that  there  appears  to  be  a  need  to  look  into 
how  to  improve  aysten  performance  during  a  mobilization.  For  instance, 
what  policy  changes  eu:e  required  to  make  SAHHS  react  more  quickly  to 
changes  in  the  environment  arising  in  a  mobilization  scenario?  Or,  hew  cmn 
the  expenditure  of  funds  for  stocks  that  will  arrive  t(x>  late  to  be  of  aiy 
use  in  a  short-lived  mobilization  be  oounter-ac±ed  vhen  demand  suddenly 
drops  off  to  normal  levels  after  the  mobilization  period? 


while  the  TPFDD  provided  more  modem  estimates  of  both  (quantity  and 
frequency,  it  is  not  without  its  limitationa  In  the  first  pla(%,  this 
source  represents  only  the  overseas  demand  and  is  used  for  predicting  air 
and  sea  transportation  requlrementa  In  view  of  the  sparsity  of  data,  the 
accuracy  of  the  factors  derived  is  oertednly  cjuestionabla  Questions 
exsneerniing  the  other  items'  mobilization  demand  must  also  arisa  These 
questions  require  the  imposition  of  various  assimptions  which  are  all 

12 


subject  to  a  large  degree  of  skepticism.  In  the  absence  of  more 
substantial  and  oon^ete  data  fron  the  Services,  the  derivation  of  demand 
quantity  and  frequency  factors  will  rem£dn  nebulous.  Based  on  current 
available  data,  the  mobilization  factors  reflected  in  this  r^rt  represent 
the  best  estimates  that  HA  can  provide  of  the  increeises  in  workload 
arising  from  demand  increases  under  mobilization. 

Ihe  Clothing  and  Textile  comnodity  deserves  special  mentioa  It  will  be 
noticed  that  a  oolunn  has  been  included  in  the  ICP  workload  factors  for 
DPSC-T.  While  both  TPFEO  and  DIEB  information  were  available  and  were 
processed,  no  means  currently  exist  to  simulate  ICP  operations  for  Clothing 
and  Textile.  Planners  at  DPSC-T  mic^  be  able  to  provide  an  initial 
estimate  of  workload  at  their  ICP.  without  the  ICP  estimates,  planning 
factors  for  the  depots  excluded  aiy  additional  workload  arising  from 
DPSC-T. 

Recently,  there  have  been  seme  discussions  within  Supply  Operations  as  to 
possible  policy  changes  in  the  event  of  a  mobilizatioa  At  this  time,  no 
concrete  decisions  have  been  made.  USIMS  could  provide  a  possible  means  of 
testing  how  ary  contemplated  policy  changes  mi^  perform  in  a  mobilization 
scenario.  With  the  participation  of  ICP  planners  and  Operations  Research 
analysts,  policy  changes  oould  be  discus;^  and  analyzed  in  a  more 
objective  manner. 

Finally,  the  dramatic  changes  that  can  be  anticipated  in  the  event  of  a 
full  scale  mobilization  suggest  the  need  for  more  active  managenent  on  the 
part  of  ELA  Headijuarters,  ICP,  and  depot  planners.  Such  meetings  should 
enhance  the  vall^ty  of  the  stud/  by  providing  feedback  from  field 
activities. 


V.  KmHHBffiflIlOMS 

In  view  of  the  preceding  conclusions,  the  following  reconmendations  eu:e 
provided  to  ip)date  the  ELAHP  in  the  future  and  to  improve  mobilization 
planning  in  ELA  in  general: 

*  Obtedn  TPPDD  from  all  Services  for  all  ELA  oomnodlties  that  are  to 
be  simulated. 

*  Obtain  oontlnental  Uhited  States  (CONUS)  demand  estimates  or 
records  for  those  conmoditles  cited  aJx>ve  from  the  Services. 


*  Have  the  Services  clarify  the  status  of  other  items  not  identified 
in  the  foregoing  two  points. 


*  Involve  DPSC-T  planners  In  the  ev^  that  a  Clothing  and  Textile 
simulation  is  unavailable  for  the  next  update  of  these  workload 
planning  factors.  In  either  case,  planning  factors  for  Clothing  and 
Textile  i^uld  be  included  in  the  next  revision  of  ELAMP  workload 
planning  factors. 

*  Establish  a  working  group  within  ELA  to  review  and  discuss 
possible  policy  changes  that  ^uld  take  effect  in  the  event  of  a 
mobilization.  It  m^  also  be  possible  to  simulate  these  policy 
changes  and  ccmpare  results  of  alternative  policies  using  DSIHS  and 
the  techniques  applied  in  this  stui^. 

*  Facilitate  the  Interplay  of  more  participants  to  ensure  that  ICP 
and  depot  e^qperts  can  interact  with  ocmE^er  simulation  output  and 
provide  feeiSack  for  use  in  the  simulation. 


Appendix  A 
Description  Of  DSIMS 

Oiie  DSIHS  model  has  beei  a  part  of  SAHMS  since  1974.  It  is  available 
at  Headquarters  and  all  HA  supply  centers  exo^  Clothing  and  Textile  and 
Subsistence.  It  can  be  used  to  sbnulate  various  Invaitory  policies.  Hie 
simulation  is  based  on  actual  Itan  asset  values  and  demand  history  which 
are  Greeted  from  SAMHS  files  quarterly.  Normally  about  5000  items  are 
used  as  a  sani{d.e  for  the  model;  the  results  for  these  items  are  scaled  to 
population  values  to  determine  overall  performance.  Althou^  80  different 
output  reports  are  produced,  only  about  half  eure  of  primary  interest  in 
mobilization  planning.  Hie  USIHS  model  has  recently  been  enhanced  to 
in^rove  its  accuracy.  The  simulation  portion  of  the  model  is  a  FCBTSAN 
Monte  Carlo  simulation.  A  complete  set  of  USIHS  documentation  is  available 
from  ELA-LO(DOHO)  C/0  DGSC,  RLdmond,  Virginia  23297-5000  upon  request. 


Use  Of  Tiine  Siased  Force  Deplcyment  Data  To  Derive  Requisitioi 
Frequency  And  Quantity  Factors 

The  derivation  of  factors  to  represent  the  increase  in  danand  quantity  and 
frequaicy  is  clouded  ky  the  lack  of  conplete  (bta.  Sane  facts  pertaining 
to  the  TPEDD  items  are  presented  in  Table  B-1.  For  instance,  DtSC-M 


Table  B-1 

TUC  mi^ED  FORCE  CERiOaiEMT  DATA  ITEMS 


InventQg  control  Point 


DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

DPSC-T 

Munber  of  Itens 
(stocked  and  non- 
stocked) 

533050 

1000410 

289211 

919500 

40800 

30340 

Nunbe:  of  Itens 
with  TPEDD 

1671 

9819 

1550 

1363 

4084 

628 

Percent  of  Itens 
with  TPEDD 

<  1 

1 

<  1 

<  1 

10 

2 

Nunber  of  Requisitions 
(stocked  and  non- 
stocked  in  millions) 

3.8 

4.4 

2.8 

6.5 

1.5 

2.4 

Nunber  of  Requisitions 
with  TPEDD  Requisitions 
added  to  Noimal 
Requisitions 
(in  millions) 

4.4 

10.5 

4.0 

7.0 

2.0 

3.4 

Noiinal  Requisition 
Frequency  of  TPEDD 
Itens  as  Compared 
to  Frequency  for  all 
Itens  for  the  ICP 
(a  percent) 

10 

16 

12 

2 

56 

19 

represents  the  ICP  with  the  most  complete  data,  but  oily  10  percent 
of  all  itens  and  about  56  percent  of  all  ICP  requisitions  were  involved. 
At  the  other  ICPs,  the  TPETO  items  usually  accounted  for  less  than  one  (1) 


per  cent  of  t^e  items.  Ihe  largest  increase  in  requisition  volune  was 
registered  at  DE5C,  which  had  250  %  cf  the  noiinal  volune  (10.5  versus  4.4 
millicxi).  DISC  experioioed  the  lowest  rise,  ei^t  per  cent  rise  (7.0 
million  versus  6.5).  Other  ICPs  i^owed  only  modest  increases  (less  than  50 
per  cent).  The  original  assumption  that  one  could  simply  add  the  TPH3D 
requisition  nunbers  to  the  requisitions  for  the  population  at  the  ICP  did 
not  reflect  the  surge  in  demands  that  would  arise  in  the  event  of  a  full 
mobilization.  A  similar  emalysis  was  conducted  on  the  average  requisition 
sizes  with  similar  results,  that  is,  most  iCPs  ehowed  little  change  in 
requisition  sizes.  These  results  of  only  sli^t  increases  seemed 
incongruous  with  normal  perceptions  of  mobilization. 

The  original  assunption  of  simple  additivity  was  discarded  as 
unsatisfactory.  Since  other  items  and  OCNDS  destinations  would  be  involved 
in  a  mobilization,  the  TPFDD  would  need  to  be  augnented  While  efforts 
were  made  ky  ELA  Headquarters  planners  to  obtcdn  more  data  from  the 
Services,  it  became  apparent  that  more  precise  and  complete  d&ta  could  not 
be  available  to  accompli^  tiiis  stu<^.  Therefore,  some  other  approach  to 
derive  mobilization  demand  data  would  be  neoessary. 

The  method  chosen  to  determine  the  factors  for  demand  quantity  and 
frequency  for  each  ICP  involved  cxmtdning  the  TPETO  factors  and  estimating 
factors  for  other  items  not  included  in  the  TT^DD.  The  requisiticxi  size 
and  frequaicy  factors  for  the  TPETD  MSNs  are  i^own  in  Tables  B-2  and  B->3. 


aablfi  SdL 

R^JOISrrnDN  ERHaUENOf  OlARACTERISTICS  EDR  TIME  ERASED  EDRCE 
EEILOYHENT  DRIA  ITEMS 


imsntQEy  Cpntrol  Ssis^ 


DCSC 

DESC 

EGSC 

DISC 

DESC-M 

DIBC-T 

Normal  Annual 

Frequency  (000s) 

238 

687 

329 

140 

845 

466 

Frequency  with 

TPEED  (000s) 

858 

7093 

1601 

621 

1402 

1548 

Frequaicy  Ea<±or 

3.61 

10.32 

4.67 

4.44 

1.66 

3.32 

Sblfi  fci 


RB3UIS1TIMJ  SIZE  CHARACTERISTICS  EDR  TIfE  ERASED  EDRCE 
EEHCYMENT  DATft  ITEEE 


Inventory  Control  Point 


DCSC  DESC  EGSC  DISC  DPSC-M  DESC-T 


Normal  Average 
Reguisition  Size 


Average  Requisition 
Size  with  TPEDD 


Size  Eactor 


3.67  2.27  1.54  3.41  2.82  1.8 


It  was  arbitrarily  assuned  that  the  denand  sizes  and  frequencies  for  other 
items  would  increase  at  half  the  rate  of  increase  of  the  TPELD  NSNs 
identified  in  the  caimodity.  Bie  wei^ted  average  for  the  commodity  was 
then  calculated  ty  combining  the  TPETO  percent  of  increase  for  those  items 
so  identified  and  half  the  rate  of  increase  for  the  remainder  of  the 
population.  Table  B-4  shows  an  example  of  the  calculaticais  for  the 
Construction  caimodity.  The  values  in  Table  B-5  are  the  caimodity  specific 
factors  for  all  ICPs.  These  factors  were  applied  uniformly  for  each  month 
similated. 


aabifi  &-4 


EXAMa.E  OF  A  EER3VATION  OF  FACTORS  TOR  RB^UISITliON  FRBQUENaES 
/ND  SIZES  USHG  IHE  TIME)  ERASED  FCRCE  EEHOYMENT  DATA 
TOR  EEFQtSE  CCNSIRDCrTON  SUFILY  CENTER 


Frequency  Factor 
fa:  TPEDD  Items 

3.61 

Frequency  Factor 
for  non-TPEM)  items 

1.00 

Sim 

4.61 

Divide  ly  2 

2.305 

Frequency  Factor  for  other  items 

Size  Factor 
for  TPFTO  Items 

3.67 

Size  Factor 

for  non-TPFTH5  Items 

1.00 

Sun 

4.67 

♦ 

Divide  ly  2 

2.335 

Size  Factor  for  other  items 

Percent  TPFTO 

Items  in  Population 

.01 

(used  as  minimim  value) 

Percent  non-TPFDD 

Itens  in  Population 

.99 

(100  %  minus  above  line) 

Connodity  Factors 

Size: 

(.01  *  3.61)  +  (.99  *  2.305) 

.0361  +  2.28195  =  2.31805  rounded  to  2.32  for 

the  simulation 


rounded  to  2.3  for  Table  B-5 


Frequency: 

(.01  *  3.67)  +  (.99  *  2.335) 
.0367  +  2.31165 


2.3485  romded  to  2.35  for 
the  simulation 


romded  to  2.4  for  Table  B-5 


B-  4 


&-5 


AgBen<3ix-C 


Derivation  Of  Depot  Workload  Factors 

The  derivation  of  depot  workload  factors  presented  more  problems  than  the 
ICP  factora  Since  QSIie  does  not  simulate  depota  sl  me^od  of  translating 
results  from  USIMS  to  a  depot  level  was  necessary.  The  key  depot 
indicators  —  Materiel  Release  Orders  (MROs)  proaesse(^  receipt  lines 
prooessedr  and  tcms  of  issues  and  receipts  —  are  not  i^dfically 
available  from  USIMS  outputa 

To  ascertain  the  depot  workload  planning  factors,  USIMS  output  reports  for 
total  reguisltiona  supply  availability,  value  of  net  sales,  value  of 
receipts  from  procurement,  and  value  of  receipts  from  returns,  served  as 
the  InteimedLate  resulta  These  w^e  then  transfonned  using  actual  depot 
workload  <bta  frcm  the  recent  past.  It  waaassuned  that  mobilization 
workload  would  impact  the  depots  in  proportion  to  the  past  workload 
experienced  ty  ocnimodity.  Information  provided  ty  luv  Si^ly  Operations  on 
the  short  tons  shipped  and  received  and  MRO  lines  shipped  for  fiscal  year 
(FY)  1984  are  i^own  in  Tables  0-1  throu^  C-3.  These  values  were  used  as 
the  baseline  in  calculating  new  workload  planning  factcxrs  for  the  depots. 


0-1 

SHCRT  TONS  RECEIVES  /^NNU/ffLY  BY  EEEOT  KD  (DMHDDITY 
(in  OOOs) 

CSBQt  inventory  Control  Point 


DGSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DEBC-M 

ROW 

TOTAL 

DCSC 

13.8 

0 

2.7 

5.4 

0 

21.9 

DCMP 

4.8 

.6 

8.9 

16.2 

20.0 

50.5 

EOfT 

8.9 

0 

50.0 

14.7 

12.8 

86.4 

EOOU 

10.5 

1.9 

38.5 

4.1 

.4 

55.4 

Eorc 

9.2 

.3 

26.0 

15.8 

14.2 

65.5 

DGSC 

.9 

1.0 

51.5 

.2 

0 

53.6 

SBORT  ICNS  SHIPPED  BY  DEPOT  AID  OOMOniTY 

(in  000s) 


SssbL  ImssAQjg  control  £Qiot 


DCSC 

KSC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

PCM 

TOTAL 

DCSC 

15.6 

0 

2.7 

5.5 

0 

23.8 

IXHP 

4.2 

.4 

15.6 

18.0 

22.1 

60.3 

DDCr 

7.9 

.1 

43.9 

16.5 

12.4 

80.8 

DDOD 

10.8 

2.9 

27.0 

5.1 

.1 

45.2 

EDTC 

10.9 

.3 

37.3 

18.8 

13.5 

79.8 

DGSC 

.9 

1.8 

54.7 

0 

0 

57.4 

Table  Q-3 

LINES  SHIPPED  AMNUAI1.Y  BY  DEPOT  AND  OOMODITY 
(in  OOOs) 

Depot 

Inventory  Control  Point 

DGSC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DESC-M 

BOi 

TOTAL 

DCSC 

843.3 

.1 

7.3 

1412.6 

0 

2263.3 

IXHP 

271.7 

404.9 

96.5 

261.6 

619.0 

1653.7 

DCHT 

568.8 

.5 

517.8 

1450.4 

421.8 

1659.3 

DDOO 

684.6 

1831.2 

100.7 

1208.3 

1.6 

3826.4 

DDTC 

201.0 

153.8 

604.5 

533.5 

431.9 

1924.7 

DGSC 

3.3 

855.8 

724.9 

2.0 

0 

1586.0 

Ihe  intemtediate  results  essential  for  the  derivation  of  the  depot  workload 
factors  emd  the  transfonnatlons  are  presented  in  tables  C-4  throu^  06. 

0  2 


Ohe  total  requisitions  was  multiplied  liy  tiie  supply  availability  to  obtain 
the  nunbtt  of  MBOs  sent  to  all  <&pots.  Ihe  nunbK  of  back  order  releases, 
which  is  not  available  in  USIMS  but  also  contributes  to  the  nunber  of  MROs, 
was  viewed  as  a  neutral  factor  in  detemiidng  IftOs  shipped  Ihe  net  sales, 
which  does  include  backorder  releases,  was  used  to  determine  tens  dipped 
Oie  dollar  value  of  both  procurements  and  returns  were  added  to  determine 
the  tons  received 

Jkwther  assunption  was  needed  to  accompli^  the  derivation  of  ton  data. 

This  assunption  was  that  a  fixed  dollar  ennount  of  assets  (shipped  or 
received)  for  each  oonmodity  equates  to  one  ton.  For  instance,  assune  a 
simple  scheme  with  one  ICP  and  two  depots  and  $1000  per  ton  as  the  fixed 
ratio  for  the  conmodity.  Also  suppose  that  molailizaticxi  workload  factor 
f(x:  the  net  sales  in  the  first  month  is  1.8.  Assune  further  that  depot  A 
normally  ships  one  tm  per  month  and  depot  B  10  tons  per  month,  or, 
equivalently,  $1,000  and  $10,000  respecUvely.  During  mobil  ization  the  ICP 
factor  would  be  applied  to  totii  depots  resulting  in  1.8  tons  and  $1,800 
shipped  from  depot  A  and  18  tons  or  $18,000  shipped  from  depot  B. 

Ocnin^ty  specific  weight  factors  are  not  indued  in  the  tables,  since 
these  ci^ges  are  all  relative  to  the  dollar  values  of  the  coimodities 
being  stocked  at  the  particular  depot. 


Table  CS-4 

SEXiBCTED  ICP  WORKLOAD  FACTOBS  FOR  THE  FIRST  30  DAYS  (H  -I-  1) 


ES^  Indi,gat9r  inventory  Control  Point 


DCSC 

EESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-H 

DPSC-T 

Total  Requisitions 

2.0 

4.3 

2.0 

2.3 

1.4 

- 

Supply  A/ailability 

0.95 

0.99 

0.99 

0.98 

0.95 

- 

Calculated 

Total  MRO  Lines 

1.9 

4.3 

1.9 

2.2 

1.3 

- 

Value  of  Net  Sales 

1.8 

2.1 

1.1 

1.9 

1.8 

Calculated 

Value  of  Receipts 

.84 

.77 

1.1 

.88 

1.3 

■Mhlg  05 


SELECTED  ICP  WGRILQAD  FACTORS  FOR  ^E  SECXX4D  30  DAYS  (H  +  2) 


Key  Indicator  Inventory  Control  Poinb 


DCSC 

EESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

EBSC-M 

DEBC-T 

Total  Requisitions 

2.3 

5.2 

2.7 

3.3 

1.4 

- 

Availability 

0.87 

0.95 

0.98 

0.94 

0.84 

- 

Calculated 

Total  fSO  Lines 

2.0 

4.8 

2.7 

3.1 

1.2 

- 

Value  of  Net  Sales 

1.9 

2.5 

1.4 

2.0 

1.6 

- 

Calculated 

Value  of  Receipts 

0.92 

0.71 

0.93 

0.78 

1.10 

liabifi  06 

SELECTED  ICP  WORILOM)  FACTORS  FOR  OHE  THIRD  30  DAYS  (M  +  3) 


JB&  Indicator  flivenboiy  fiontrol  isuL 


DGSC 

EESC 

EGSC 

DISC 

EPSC-M 

EPSC-T 

Total  Requisititxis 

2.3 

5.4 

2.8 

2.7 

1.4 

- 

Scfiply  Availability 

0.78 

0.90 

0.96 

0.89 

0.73 

- 

Calculated 

Total  HV)  Lines 

1.8 

4.9 

2.7 

2.4 

1.0 

- 

Value  of  Net  Sales 

1.9 

2.5 

1.5 

2.0 

1.1 

- 

Calculated 

Value  of  Receipts 

0.96 

0.85 

0.98 

0.89 

0.76 

In  addition  to  wcMrkload  resulting  fran  inoondng  requisitions  to  the  CLA 
ICPs,  certain  depots  may  be  impacted  because  of  the  Service-cwned  stocks 
held  there.  Reseeirch  was  dane  using  DICB  files  to  identify  these  assets, 
to  isolate  the  depots  involved,  to  determine  the  total  wei^t  involved,  and 
to  estimate  the  nunber  of  requisitions  that  would  result  fron  issuing  these 
asseta  The  only  stocks  of  this  kind  belonged  to  DESC-M.  Infonnation 


concerning  these  stocks  is  presented  in  Table  C-7. 


Table  Q-7 

sannior  ima  of  sefvice-cwned  medical  assets 


Depot 

Tons  On  Hand 

Imputed  MRO  T.irtPB 

ECHP 

3733 

90481 

DDKT 

582 

8498 

EETC 

2534 

93862 

since  workload  is  e:q)erienoed  based  (»i  the  oomodity  ndx  of  itenis  in  store 
at  eacii  d^t,  additional  calculations  were  required  to  combine  the 
intermediate  results  and  the  depot  workload.  I^ed  to  Table  C-8  by  line 
nunber,  the  subsequent  explanation  of  the  calculation  for  depot  DCSC  tons 
received  in  the  first  mcxith  of  the  mdoilization  exarplifies  the  j^xocedure 
used  to  determine  depot  mobilizatioi  planning  factors.  In  the  exaniple,  the 
ICP  mobilization  factors  for  the  first  month  from  Table  C-4  eu:e  repeated  on 
line  one  (1)  of  Table  C-8.  The  annual  values  for  tons  received  from  Table 
C-1  were  divided  b^  12  to  obtain  average  monthly  baseline  values,  shown  on 
line  twa  Then,  for  each  oomnodi^,  the  ICP  specific  mobilization  workload 
factor  on  line  one  was  multiplied  by  the  mmtMy  baseline  on  line  two  to 
produce  the  monthly  expected  workload  for  each  ICP  at  depot  DCSC.  The 
indlvidusd  iCP/d^t  combinations  frcm  line  three  were  totalled  to  give  the 
mobilization  workload  of  tons  received  at  DCSC  on  line  four.  The  d^t 
total  annued  value  from  line  two  was  divided  by  12  yielding  the  normed 
monthly  average  workload  on  line  five.  The  final  depot  factor  comparing 
the  mobilization  workload  to  the  normal  workload  is  calculated  by  dividing 
line  four  by  line  five.  This  factor  appeeirs  on  line  six.  Calculations  of 
this  nature  were  made  for  each  of  the  ^x  d^ts,  in  each  of  three  months, 
and  for  each  of  the  three  planning  factor  categories  —  tons  received,  tons 
shipped,  and  lines  dipped.  Results  are  presented  in  Tables  C-9  through 
C-17.  For  those  depots  with  Service-owned  assets,  it  was  assumed  that  all 
assets  would  be  depleted  in  the  first  30  days.  Handling  these  stocks  would 
pose  an  additive  burden  on  IIA  depots.  Separate  lines  i^owing  the  impact 
of  including  these  assets  are  presented. 


liable  c-8 

EXAHHiE  OF  C^LGULMTICMS  ECR  EERTT  EACIDR 


Inventory  Control  Point 


[line  1] 

DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DBSC-H 

Intermediate  Factor  fex 
Value  of  Receipts 
(frem  ThbLe  C-4) 

.84 

.77 

1.1 

.88 

1.3 

[line  2] 

DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

TOTMi 

Actual  EY  84  Workload 
in  000s  of  tons 
at  depot  DCSC 
(fron  Table  C-1) 

13.8 

0 

2.7 

5.4 

0 

21.9 

[line  3] 

DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

Calculation  resulting 
from 

line  1  *  line  2/12 

1.0 

0 

.2 

.4 

0 

[line  4]  Monthly  tt>bilization  Workload  at  depot 

Sun  of  line  3 
values  foe  all  ICFs 

at  depot  DCSC  1.6 

[line  5]  Normal  Monthly  Workload  at  depot 

Calculation  resulting 
fron  Total  for  entire  depot 

from  line  2  or  21.9  /  12  1.825 

[line  6]  Depot  DCSC  Wc^kload  FLanning  Ehetor  for 

First  30  Days 

line  5  /  line  4  .876  rounded  to  .9 


Note:  The  values  for  lines  three,  four,  and  six  are  found  in  Table  C‘-9  on 
the  line  for  depot  DCSC  Each  depot  line  in  subsequent  tables  is 
calculated  in  the  same  manner  for  the  specific  key  indicator,  month,  and 
ICP  valuea 


0-9 


SORT  ODNS  REXEIVED  IN  fCBILlZATlON  FIRST  30  DAYS  (H  +  1} 

BY  EEFOT  /ND  ODMK>DITY  (in  OOOs) 

j2eBQt  Inventoty  Cwitrol  -Esint 

RCH  DEBOT 


DCSC 

l^C 

QQSC 

DISC 

DE5C-M 

TOTAL 

FACTOR 

DCSC 

1.0 

0 

.2 

.4 

0 

1.6 

.9 

OCMP 

.3 

.1 

.8 

1.2 

2.2 

4.6 

1.1 

.6 

0 

4.5 

1.1 

1.4 

7.7 

1.1 

DDQU 

.7 

.1 

3.4 

.3 

0 

4.5 

DDTC 

.6 

0 

2.3 

1.2 

5.6 

1.0 

DGSC 

.1 

.1 

4.6 

0 

0 

4.8 

1.1 

Ti&ilm  Q-10 


SORT  OOMS  SIPEED  IN  KBILIZATIOM  FIRST  30  CAYS  (M  -i-  1) 
BY  EEiar  /ND  QSMMDDITY  (in  OOOs) 

Depot  Inventory  Control  Point 


RON 

DEPOT 

DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DfSC-H 

TOTAL 

FACIOR 

DCSC  2.4 

0 

.3 

.9 

0 

3.6 

1.8 

IXMP  .6 

.1 

1.7 

2.8 

3.3 

8.5 

1.7 

Servioe-omed 

3.7 

total 

7.0 

12.2 

2.4 

EGHT  1.2 

0 

4.8 

2.6 

1.8 

10.4 

1.5 

Service-owned 

.6 

total 

2.4 

11.0 

1.6 

DDOU  1.6 

.5 

2.9 

.8 

0 

5.8 

1.5 

core  1.7 

.1 

4.1 

2.8 

2.0 

10.7 

1.6 

Service-owned 

2.5 

total 

4.5 

13.2 

2.0 

DGSC  .1 

.3 

6.0 

0 

0 

6.4 

1.3 

Ihe  nunber  of  receipt  lines  deserves  separate  attention.  Ohese  factors  cure 
assuned  to  be  the  seme  as  for  tlie  tons  chipped  Qie  identity  of  these  two 
fact<xs  is  die  tot 


(1)  the  absence  of  receipt  lines  as  a  report  in  USIMS  euid 

(2)  the  assunption  that  tons  and  lines  «K>uld  move  in  tandan  during 
the  first  90  days  of  the  mobilization. 

Stated  simply,  the  more  (fever)  assets  received  the  more  (fever)  the 
receipt  lines  at  the  depots  when  size  and  nunber  of  biys  and  returns  remain 
constant.  Furthemoce,  for  the  90  day  period  the  ocxistancy  oan  be 
eiq^cted  to  apply.  %e  receipt  of  assets  fron  pcocurerooits  made  at  the 
stcu±  of  a  mobilization  takes  both  adninistrative  and  production  lead 
time,  usuadly  mnre  than  the  90  day  hcurizon  critical  here.  Any  change  in 
the  size  (dollau:  value)  of  receipts  with  the  nunber  of  receipt  lines 
remaining  constant  %fould  occur  outside  the  time  frame  of  interest.  While 
returns  were  lypothesized  to  drop  in  both  size  and  nunber,  returns  alreac^ 
in  the  pipeline  back  to  the  depots  would  still  arrive  as  scheduled  during 
the  90  day  period  (  —  constancy  condition  is  met). 


VPaMti  Q-n 

LINES  SEIBFED  IN  KBlLIZXnCN  FIRST  30  DfVYS  (H  *  1) 
BY  CEBCT  AID  OOMODITY  (in  OOOs) 


Depot  Inventory  Control  Point 


ROW 

EEPOT 

DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DESC-M 

TOTAL 

FACTOR 

DCSC  134.9 

0 

1.2 

264.2 

0 

400.3 

2.2 

CCNP  43.0 

145.0 

15.6 

48.9 

66.2 

318.7 

2.3 

Service-owned 

90.5 

total 

156.7 

409.2 

3.0 

mCT  91.0 

.2 

83.7 

271.2 

45.1 

491.2 

3.6 

Servic»-owned 

8.5 

total 

53.6 

499.7 

3.7 

EOOD  109.5 

655.7 

16.3 

226.0 

.2 

1007.7 

3.2 

DDTC  32.1 

55.1 

97.7 

99.8 

46.2 

330.9 

2.1 

Service-owned 

93.9 

total 

140.1 

424.8 

2.7 

DBSC  .5 

306.4 

117.2 

.4 

0 

424.5 

3.2 

C-8 


Tahift  012 


SHORT  IICNS  RHCEIVED  IN  KBILIZ^OION  SEQCND  30  (H  +  2) 
BY  CEKXT  AID  OSMODITY  (in  OOOs) 

Deix)t  Inventory  iPontrol  Point 

KM  EEKXT 


DG5C 

DESC 

OGSC 

DISC 

DESC-M 

•syiNj 

EAdOR 

DCSC 

1.1 

0 

.2 

.4 

0 

1.7 

.9 

IXMP 

.4 

.1 

.7 

1.1 

1.8 

4.1 

1.0 

.7 

0 

3.9 

1.0 

1.2 

6.8 

.9 

.8 

.1 

3.0 

.3 

0 

4.2 

.9 

.7 

0 

2.0 

1.0 

1.3 

5.0 

.9 

OGSC 

.1 

.1 

0 

4.2 

.9 

T^hle  0-13 

SHORT  IONS  ailPEED  IN  HBILBATICN  SBOaiD  30  DAYS  (M  +  2) 
BY  EEFOT  AID  CDHtODUY  (in  OOOs) 

Depot  Inventory  Control  Point 

ICN  EEHIT 


DG5C 

DESC 

OGSC 

DISC 

DESC-M 

ODTA. 

FAdOR 

DCSC 

2.5 

0 

.3 

.9 

0 

3.7 

1.9 

IXHP 

.7 

,1 

1.9 

3.0 

2.9 

8.6 

1.7 

DCMT 

1.3 

.0 

5.2 

2.7 

1.6 

10.8 

1.6 

COOU 

1.7 

.6 

3.2 

.8 

0 

6.3 

1.7 

EDTC 

1.8 

.8 

4.4 

3.0 

1.8 

11.8 

1.8 

OGSC 

.1 

.4 

6.5 

0 

0 

7.0 

1.5 

C-9 


■nahlA  C-14 


LINES  SBIFEGD  IN  KBILIZATIQN  SBCXHD  30  EAY5  (H  +  2) 
BY  EERTT  /ND  GDMDDITY  (in  OOOs) 

Ssigst  Inventory  Control  -Eoint 


DGSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DKC-M 

RCK 

UOfTfL 

EEBOT 

EACIQR 

DCSC 

137.6 

0 

1.6 

369.6 

0 

508.8 

2.7 

DCHP 

40.8 

162.9 

21.5 

68.4 

59.8 

353.4 

2.6 

COCT 

92.8 

.2 

115.4 

379.5 

40.7 

628.6 

4.5 

DDOU 

116.7 

736.6 

22.5 

316.1 

.2 

1192.1 

3.7 

DDTC 

32.8 

61.9 

134.8 

139.6 

41.7 

410.8 

2.6 

DGSC 

.5 

344.2 

161.6 

.5 

0 

506.8 

3.8 

'nahlA  015 

SBCRT  IDNS  RBCBWED  IN  MXILIZXrEGN  IHIRD  30  CAYS  (N  +  3) 

BY  EEFOT  WD  OSnODITY  (in  OOOs) 

DsassL  Inventory  Control  Joint 

BCN  EEPOT 


DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

TOTAL 

FACTOR 

DCSC 

1.1 

0 

.2 

.4 

0 

1.7 

.9 

DEHP 

.4 

.1 

.7 

1.2 

1.3 

3.7 

.9 

.7 

0 

4.1 

1.1 

.8 

6.7 

.9 

.8 

.1 

3.1 

.3 

0 

4.3 

.9 

.7 

0 

2.2 

1.2 

.9 

5.0 

.9 

DGSC 

.1 

.1 

4.2 

0 

0 

4.4 

1.0 

C-IO 


Table  C-lfi 


SHORT  TONS  SHIPPED  IN  UBILIZATICN  THIRD  30  DAYS  (M  +  3) 
BY  DEPOT  AND  GOWDDITY  (in  000S) 

SsSBBL  Inventory  Control  Point 


DCSC 

DESC 

DGSC 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

RON 

TOTAL 

DEPOT 

FACTOR 

DCSC 

2.4 

0 

.3 

.9 

0 

3.6 

1.8 

DEMP 

.6 

.1 

1.9 

3.0 

2.0 

7.6 

1.5 

EDHT 

1.2 

.1 

5.3 

2.7 

1.1 

10.4 

1.5 

DDOD 

1.7 

.6 

3.3 

.8 

0 

6.4 

1.7 

DDIC 

1.7 

.1 

4.6 

3.0 

1.2 

10.6 

1.6 

DGSC 

.1 

.4 

6.7 

0 

0 

7.5 

1.6 

Table  C-17 

LINES  SHIPPED  IN  MCBILIZATICN  THIRD  30  DAYS  (M  +  3) 
BY  I£PCT  im  GOnODIIY  (in  000s) 

Inventory  Control  £Qjj]t 


DB5C  DGSC 


DCSC 

DCSC 

123.9 

DCHP 

40.8 

DDKT 

83.6 

DDOD 

100.6 

DCTC 

29.5 

DGSC 

.5 

0 

1.6 

163.7 

21.8 

.2 

116.8 

740.3 

22.7 

62.2 

136.4 

346.0 

163.5 

DISC 

DPSC-M 

279.7 

0 

51.8 

52.3 

287.2 

35.7 

239.3 

.1 

105.6 

36.5 

.4 

0 

POi 

TOTAL 

DEPOT 

FACTOR 

405.2 

2.1 

330.4 

2.4 

523.5 

3.8 

1103.0 

3.5 

370.2 

2.3 

510.4 

3.9 

As  with  the  ICP  factors,  the  depot  planning  factors  display  considerable 
flexibility.  Since  the  ICPs  often  change  their  distribution  causing  depot 
workload  to  fluctuate  while  ICP  factors  stay  constant,  a  depot  planner  can 
recalculate  these  factors  based  on  aiy  other  data  which  nd^t  be  more 


appropriate,  rather  than  the  FJf  1984  workloads  used  here. 

In  oonclusion,  the  depot  workload  planning  factors  developed  for  this 
iteration  of  the  ELAHP  present  a  sli^tly  altered  vieu  of  mobilization's 
inpact  at  tjie  depot  level.  With  the  e:q;>ansion  from  the  previous  30  d^  to 
a  90  de^  time  span,  the  upward  trend  for  both  HRO  lines  and  tons  out  has 
been  confirmed  and  proves  to  be  even  more  pronounced  than  previously 
anticipated.  Ihe  values  for  both  lines  and  tons  received  shew  a  decreasing 
trend  as  opposed  to  the  increases  estimated  in  the  previous  ELAHP. 
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